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NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM

a.  MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE.

1.

NOMINATION OF ESTUARIES. The Governor of any State may nominate to the
Administrator an estuary lying in whole or in part within the State as an estuary of
national significance and request a management conference to develop a comprehensive
management plan for the estuary. The nomination shall document the need for the
conference, the likelihood of success, and information relating to the factors in paragraph

)
CONVENING OF CONFERENCE.

A. IN GENERAL. In any case where the Administrator determines, on his own
initiative or upon nomination of a State under paragraph (1), that the
attainment or maintenance of that water quality in an estuary which assures
protection of public water supplies and the protection and propagation of a
balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, and allows
recreational activities, in and on water, requires that control of point and
nonpoint sources of pollution to supplement existing controls of pollution in
more than one State, the Administrator shall select such estuary and convene a
management conference.

PRIORITY CONSIDERATION. The Administrator shall give priority
consideration under this section to Long Island Sound, New York and
Connecticut; Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island; Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts;
Massachusetts Bay, Massachusetts (including Cape Cod Bay and Boston
Harbor); Puget Sound, Washington; New York New Jersey Harbor, New York
and New Jersey; Delaware Bay, Delaware and New Jersey; Delaware Inland Bays,
Delaware; Albemarle Sound, North Carolina; Sarasota Bay, Florida; San
Francisco Bay, California; Santa Monica Bay, California; Galveston Bay, Texas;
Barataria Terrebonne Bay estuary complex, Louisiana; Indian River Lagoon,
Florida; Lake Pontchartrain Basin, Louisiana and Mississippi; and Peconic Bay,
New York.

BOUNDARY DISPUTE EXCEPTION. In any case in which a boundary between two
States passes through an estuary and such boundary is disputed and is the subject of an
action in any court, the Administrator shall not convene a management conference with

respect to such estuary before a final adjudication has been made of such dispute.
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b. PURPOSES OF CONFERENCE. The purposes of any management conference convened with
respect to an estuary under this subsection shall be to —

assess trends in water quality, natural resources, and uses of the estuary;

collect, characterize, and assess data on toxics, nutrients, and natural resources within the
estuarine zone to identify the causes of environmental problems;

develop the relationship between the inplace loads and point and nonpoint loadings of

pollutants to the estuarine zone and the potential uses of the zone, water quality, and
natural resources;

develop a comprehensive conservation and management plan that recommends priority
corrective actions and compliance schedules addressing point and nonpoint sources of
pollution to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
estuary, including restoration and maintenance of water quality, a balanced indigenous
population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, and recreational activities in the estuary, and
assure that the designated uses of the estuary are protected,;

develop plans for the coordinated implementation of the plan by the States as well as
federal and local agencies participating in the conference;

monitor the effectiveness of actions taken pursuant to the plan; and

review all Federal financial assistance programs and Federal development projects in
accordance with the requirements of Executive Order 12372, as in effect on September
17,1983, to determine whether such assistance program or project would be consistent
with and further the purposes and objectives of the plan prepared under this section.

For purposes of paragraph (7), such programs and projects shall not be limited to the assistance

programs and development projects subject to Executive Order 12372, but may include any

programs listed in the most recent Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance which may have an
effect on the purposes and objectives of the plan developed under this section.

MEMBERS OF CONFERENCE. The members of a management conference convened under
this section shall include, at a minimum, the Administrator and representatives of —

1.

each State and foreign nation located in whole or in part in the estuarine zone of the
estuary for which the conference is convened;

international, interstate, or regional agencies or entities having jurisdiction over all or a
significant part of the estuary;

each interested Federal agency, as determined appropriate by the Administrator;

local governments having jurisdiction over any land or water within the estuarine zone,
as determined appropriate by the Administrator; and

affected industries, public and private educational institutions, and the general public, as
determined appropriate by the Administrator.
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UTILIZATION OF EXISTING DATA. In developing a conservation and management plan
under this section, the management conference shall survey and utilize existing reports, data, and

studies relating to the estuary that have been developed by or made available to Federal, interstate,
State, and local agencies.

PERIOD OF CONFERENCE. A management conference convened under this section shall be
convened for a period not to exceed 5 years. Such conference may be extended by the
Administrator, and if terminated after the initial period, may be reconvened by the Administrator
at any time thereafter, as may be necessary to meet the requirements of this section.

APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION PLANS.

1. APPROVAL. Not later than 120 days after the completion of a conservation and
management plan and after providing for public review and comment, the Administrator
shall approve such plan if the plan meets the requirements of this section and the
affected Governor or Governors concur.

IMPLEMENTATION. Upon approval of a conservation and management plan under
this section, such plan shall be implemented. Funds authorized to be appropriated under
titles IT and VI of this chapter and CWA § 319 of this title may be used in accordance
with the applicable requirements of this chapter to assist States with the implementation
of such plan.

¢ GRANTS.

1. RECIPIENTS. The Administrator is authorized to make grants to State, interstate, and
regional water pollution control agencies and entities, State coastal zone management
agencies, interstate agencies, other public or nonprofit private agencies, institutions,
organizations, and individuals.

PURPOSES. Grants under this subsection shall be made to pay for activities necessary
for the development and implementation of a comprehensive conservation and
management plan under this section.

FEDERAL SHARE. The Federal share of a grant to any person (including a State,
interstate, or regional agency or entity) under this subsection for a fiscal year —

A. shall not exceed —

@) 75 percent of the annual aggregate costs of the development of a
comprehensive conservation and management plan; and

(ii) 50 percent of the annual aggregate costs of the implementation
of the plan; and

B.  shall be made on condition that the non-Federal share of the costs are provided
from non-Federal sources.

GRANT REPORTING. Any person (including a State, interstate, or regional agency or entity) that
receives a grant under subsection (g) of this section shall report to the Administrator not later than
18 months after receipt of such grant and biennially thereafter on the progress being made under
this section.
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator not to exceed $35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001 through 2005 for —

1. expenses related to the administration of management conferences under this section,
not to exceed 10 percent of the amount appropriated under this subsection;

making grants under subsection (g) of this section; and

monitoring the implementation of a conservation and management plan by the

management conference or by the Administrator, in any case in which the conference has

been terminated.

The Administrator shall provide up to $5,000,000 per fiscal year of the sums authorized to be
appropriated under this subsection to the Administrator or the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration to carry out subsection (j) of this section.

RESEARCH.

PROGRAMS. In order to determine the need to convene a management conference
under this section or at the request of such a management conference, the Administrator
shall coordinate and implement, through the National Marine Pollution Program Office
and the National Marine Fisheries Service of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, as appropriate, for one or more estuarine zones-

A. along-term program of trend assessment monitoring measuring variations in
pollutant concentrations, marine ecology, and other physical or biological
environmental parameters which may affect estuarine zones, to provide the
Administrator the capacity to determine the potential and actual effects of
alternative management strategies and measures;

a program of ecosystem assessment assisting in the development of (i) baseline
studies which determine the state of estuarine zones and the effects of natural
and anthropogenic changes, and (ii) predictive models capable of translating
information on specific discharges or general pollutant loadings within estuarine
zones into a set of probable effects on such zones into a set of probable effects
on such zones;

a comprehensive water quality sampling program for the continuous monitot!]
ing of nutrients, chlorine, acid precipitation dissolved oxygen, and potentially
toxic pollutants (including organic chemicals and metals) in estuarine zones,
after consultation with interested State, local, interstate, or international agencies
and review and analysis of all environmental sampling data presently collected
from estuarine zones; and

a program of research to identify the movements of nutrients, sediments and
pollutants through estuarine zones and the impact of nutrients, sediments,
and pollutants on water quality, the ecosystem, and designated or potential uses
of the estuarine zones.
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REPORTS. The Administrator, in cooperation with the Administrator of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, shall submit to the Congress no less often
than biennially a comprehensive report on the activities authorized under this subsection

including —
A. alisting of priority monitoring and research needs;

an assessment of the state and health of the Nation’s estuarine zones, to the

extent evaluated under this subsection;

a discussion of pollution problems and trends in pollutant concentrations
with a direct or indirect effect on water quality, the ecosystem, and designated or
potential uses of each estuarine zone, to the extent evaluated under this

subsection; and

an evaluation of pollution abatement activities and management measures so
far implemented to determine the degree of improvement toward the objecl]
tives expressed in subsection (b)(4) of this section.

DEFINITIONS. For purposes of this section, the terms “estuary” and “estuarine zone”
have the meanings such terms have in CWA § 104 (n)(3) of this title, except that the term
“estuarine zone” shall also include associated aquatic ecosystems and those portions of
tributaries draining into the estuary up to the historic height of migration of anadromous

fish or the historic head of tidal influence, whichever is higher.

81



82

This Page Intentionally Left Blank.




Appendix B: NEP at a Glance

Appendix B:
NEP at a Glance

Appendix B contains summary information for each of the 28 NEPs, including each
program’s Web site address. Source: The National Estuary Program: Protecting Our Nation's

Estuaries (EPA842-F-99-001).

Albemarle-Pamlico Sounds,
North Carolina
Key management issues: water quality,
habitat protection, and fisheries

The Albemarle-Pamlico Sounds

. . atle-p,
system is the nation’s second O a’&g;

=
largest estuarine system. Working
closely with local councils, the $
Albemarle-Pamlico NEP is e
implementing cost-effective e e
solutions  for the top

environmental priorities in the river basin. The NEP
has spearheaded a number of significant restoration
and protection projects, including identifying and
acquiting over 27,000 acres of habitat; opening over
1,000 miles of blocked fish spawning areas; and
developing more than 50 geospacial datasets as a
component of the North Carolina Corporate
Geographical Database. Several commercial and
recreational fisheries have also been improved.

Web site: www.apnep.org

Barataria-Terrebonne Estuarine
Complex, Louisiana
Key management issues: water flow alterations,
sediment reductions, habitat loss/ alteration,
nutrients, pathogens, toxic chemicals,
and changes in living resonrces

The confinement

of the Mississippi ==

River by man-

made levees along with extensive channel
construction through adjacent wetlands has changed
the natural flow of water and sediments, increasing

the impacts of subsidence and allowing the intrusion
of salt water. Restoration projects implemented over
a two-year span, however, have improved over 5,700
acres of wetlands at a cost of over $58 million.
Nearly 2,500 sewage treatment systems have also
been installed, eliminating the discharge of almost
one million gallons of raw or partially treated sewage
each day. Conservation projects on more than 4,000
acres of agricultural lands have reduced runoff
containing nutrients, bacteria, and toxic chemicals.

Web site: www.btnep.org/

Barnegat Bay, New Jersey
Key management issues: nonpoint sonrce
pollution (pathogens, nutrients, sediments),
and habitat loss/ alteration

Over 450,000 people live
within New Jersey’s
Barnegat Bay watershed,
and that number doubles
in the summer when “,nén Bay Extuary Pragram '
people flock to the shore.

The estuary is not only vital to the state’s tourism
industry, but also supports commercial and
recreational fish populations and rare species. To
balance suburban growth with ecosystem protection,
all 33 municipalities in Ocean County approved a
referendum in 1997 to purchase critical land areas.
This land acquisition will help protect stream
corridors, water supply areas, natural lands,
agricultural land, buffer areas, and aquifer recharge
areas. A growing network of private and public
partners are working together to ensure the success
of this project.

Web site: www.bbep.org/
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Buzzards Bay, Massachusetts
Key management issues: nutrients, pathogens,
contaminated seafood, and habitat loss/ alteration

The diverse habitat of Buzzards
Bay includes sandy beaches, salt
marshes, eelgrass beds, and urban
ports. The waters of the Bay are
relatively healthy, but some of the
smaller embayments are
threatened by increasing amounts
of pollution from residential Buzzards Bay
development, industrial wastes, Project

and sewage contamination. To

address these issues, the Buzzards Bay Project has
assisted in the construction of a test center to
promote advanced septic treatment solutions and
established limits on the amount of nitrogen that
can enter the embayments. In addition, the program
has acquired lands for preservation and reopened
more than 4,000 actes of shellfish beds.

Web site: www.buzzardsbay.org/

Casco Bay, Maine

Key management issues: habitat protection, toxic
chemzicals, stormwater and combined sewer
overflows, water quality in shellfish and
swimming areas, and community stewardship

Casco Bayisa
picturesque New
England Bay covering Casco Bay Estuary Project
578 miles of shoreline.

The Bay supports recreational activities, tourism, and
industries, such as shipping, commercial fishing, and
shellfishing, Accomplishments of the Casco Bay
Estuary Project include promoting the adoption of
Portland’s combined sewer overflow management
plan; organizing efforts to eliminate pollution
sources to 360 acres of clam flats and reopen closed
clamming areas; assisting in the relocation of 37,000
juvenile lobsters during the dredging of Portland
Harbor; assisting with state shellfish advisories by
conducting annual toxicity testing in the Bay; and
helping to produce an award-winning public service
announcement on the protection of the Bay.

Web site: www.cascobay.usm.maine.edu/

Charlotte Harbor, Florida

Key management issues: nutrients, pathogens,
habitat loss/ degradation, introduced species,
and water flow alterations

The Chatlotte Harbor TTE

Estuary on Florida’s west Q}ﬁp

coast is home to mote U,

than 2,300 animal species,

including manatees, sea

turtles, and dolphins.

Over 2,100 species of plants—from grasses to
mangroves to oaks—are also found in the region.
Rapid growth, however, is changing the character and
ecology of the watershed. To preserve the estuarine
environment, this program is sponsoring 32 varied
projects, ranging from removing exotic plants that
threaten native species to erecting educational signs
on visitor trails. The program also has created an
information center, synthesized existing scientific
knowledge of the watershed, completed a regional
monitoring plan, and assessed the economic value of
the area’s natural resources.

Web site: www.charlotteharbornep.com/

Coastal Bend Bays and Estuatries,
Texas
Key management issues: habitat loss/ alteration,
nutrients, stormmwater runoff, debris, pathogens, and

drinking water quality/ supply

Located in a semiarid region,

this estuary faces pressures

from agriculture, tourism,

maritime commerce, and the

large and growing City of

Corpus Christi. The Coastal Bend Bays and
Estuaries Program is working to meet the area’s
water needs while protecting the estuaries’ rich plant
and animal life. The program is focusing on three
key actions: shoreline management, nonpoint source
management, and freshwater resources. The
program’s Management Plan was completed in a
streamlined, community-based process with an
unprecedented diversity of stakeholder involvement.
The Texas Legislature also has designated $900,000
over two years for the program.

Web site: www.cbbep.org/
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Delaware Estuary,
Delaware, New Jersey, Pennsylvania
Key management issues: population growth, urban
sprawl, habitat fragmentation, and toxic chemicals

The Delaware Estuary watershed
spans three states. Bringing
stakeholders together in such a
large and complex watershed
poses daily challenges. The
Partnership for the Delaware
Estuary coordinates resources,

FARTHERSHIP
F O R _T H &

DELAWARE
ESTUARY

draws on the expertise of its many stakeholders, and
inspires large numbers of residents in its watershed
to become involved. Through these actions, the
Partnership works to support environmentally
sound land use practices, enhance important habitats,
reduce polluted runoff, and reduce toxic and bacterial
contamination. These efforts help ensure that
contact recreation and fishing are permitted
throughout the estuary.

Web site: www.delawareestuary.org

Delaware Inland Bays, Delaware
Key management issues: nutrients and habitat loss

Development

and intensive

agriculture in a

burgeoning coastal resort area threaten the Inland
Bay’s habitat and natural resources. To help address
these issues, the Delaware Center for the Inland Bays
established the James Farm Ecological Preserve, a
150-acre county-owned property, which is leased as an
outdoor living and recreation area. The program is
also investigating harmful algal blooms and
recommending pollution control strategies to
address nutrient levels in the Bays. In addition, the
program is restoring seagrasses; strengthening
scallop, clam, and oyster populations; planting trees
and shrubs to buffer stream banks from pollution;
and examining the amount of nutrients entering the
watershed through precipitation.

Web site: www.inlandbays.org/
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Galveston Bay, Texas
Key management issues: habitat loss, nonpoint source

pollution, and water flow alterations

Galveston Bay has lost 30,000
acres of wetland habitat and 90
percent of its seagrasses since the
1950s. Contaminated runoff has
degraded water quality and
sediments in the Bay’s tributaries
and some near-shore areas. In ﬁ,..;u.a.'.; R
addition, altered freshwater

inflows have changed the water’s salinity and
circulation patterns, which can severely stress wetlands
and oyster reefs. In an effort to address these
problems, industry and various levels of government
are working together to leverage funding, save

money, and develop creative restoration solutions.
This diversified partnership has, for example,
implemented an innovative seeding technique and
used dredged material in wetland restoration efforts.

Web site: www.gbep.state.tx.us

Indian River Lagoon, Florida
Key management issues: habitat loss/ alteration,
increased freshwater flows, nutrients, sedimentation, and
“muck” deposits

The location of the Indian

River LLagoon on Florida’s

eastern coast—between the

temperate climate of the north

and the subtropical climate of

the south—combined with its

large size make it an estuary of

high biological productivity. To

ensure the health and diversity of the estuary, this
program is partnering with numerous municipalities
and counties to reduce stormwater runoff, which
carries excess nutrients and sediments into the
lagoon. The program’s blueway/consetvation and
recreation lands project has acquired approximately
8,800 acres of land in the watershed, and mangrove
replanting is helping to restore critical habitat. Sales
and renewals of the program’s license plate initiative
across Florida have raised more than $1.6 million
dollars for estuary restoration.

Web site: http://www.sjrwmd.com/programs/

outreach/irlnep/index.html
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Long Island Sound,
Connecticut, New York
Key management issues: nutrients, habitat loss
and degradation, toxic chemicals, and pathogens

More than 8 million
people live within the
16,000 square-mile Long
Island Sound watetrshed.
Boating, fishing,

swimming, and beach-

going generate more than $5 billion annually for the
regional economy. The top propriety of the Long
Island Sound Study is to reduce nutrients that are
impairing fish and shellfish habitat by depleting
oxygen levels in many areas of the Sound. The
program has set an ambitious goal to reduce
nitrogen loads by almost 60 percent over 15 years
and to restore 2,000 acres and 100 river miles of
habitat by 2008. To meet these goals, the program is
upgrading sewage treatment plants to treat nitrogen;
restoring wetlands, beaches, dunes, coastal
grasslands, forests, and shellfish reefs; and involving
local communities in developing watershed-based
approaches to control polluted runoft.

Web site: Jongislandsoundstudy.net

Lower Columbia River Estuary,
Oregon, Washington
Key management issues: biological integrity,
impacts of human activity and growth, habitat loss/
alteration, conventional pollutants, toxic

contaminants, institutional constraints,
and public awareness/ stewardship

The Columbia River is Lower
Columbia
River Estuary

Partnership

one of the nation’s
premiere natural
resources. It supportsa
billion dollar economy with impacts far beyond the
Pacific Northwest. The lower Columbia River and
Estuary are in trouble, however, and its problems are
manifested in the numerous threatened and
endangered species of salmon and steelhead. To
maintain the ecological integrity and economic health
of the watershed, the Lower Columbia River Estuary
Partnership developed a comprehensive, well-
supported Management Plan with extensive public
involvement. The plan makes use of a number of
innovative tools, including a system to compare and

rank the problems in each of the seven priority
management areas. The plan also brings a
coordinated approach to environmental monitoring
on the lower Columbia River.

Web site: www.lcrep.org/

Maryland Coastal Bays, Maryland
Key management issues: nutrients, population growth,

toxcic chemicals, habitat] wildlife loss, sediments, and
[fsheries

During the summer, the population
of the Coastal Bays swells to more
than 250,000 people each week.
Population growth is one of the
major threats to the estuary, along
with excess nutrients, habitat loss,
sedimentation, and toxic chemicals.

As a result, species diversity has
declined in the northern bays. To
instill a stewardship ethic among citizens and
visitors, the Maryland Coastal Bays Program has
sponsored more than 50 events, including free boat
tours, cleanups, fundraisers, and land management
workshops. It also has held “Alternative Futures”
workshops to allow residents to create their vision
for the watershed’s future and to produce different
growth scenarios. The program also helped secure a
grant to preserve nearly 10 percent of the watershed’s
natural land.

Web site: www.mdcoastalbays.org

Massachusetts Bays, Massachusetts
Key management issues: contaminated shellfish, habitat
loss, stormwater pollution, municipal wastewater
management, local land nse, and growth

The Massachusetts Bays region

encompasses all of the coastal

waters from the tip of Cape Cod

to the New Hampshire border.

Because of the region’s

diversity—in terms of its land use, ecology, and
other factors—it hosts a wide range of
environmental problems. In light of these
challenges, the Massachusetts Bay Program has
spearheaded an interagency program to reopen
contaminated shellfish beds by identifying sources of
pollution and implementing solutions for
remediation. To address habitat loss and
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degradation, the Program has piloted a unique,
holistic approach to assess wetland quality that may
serve as a model in New England. Other initiatives
include conducting a workshop series to prepare
municipal officials for upcoming stormwater
regulations and helping towns with growth planning
and open space preservation.

Web site: www.mass.gov/envir/massbays

Mobile Bay, Alabama

Key management issues: water guality, physical and
hydrologic modifications, habitat loss, living resources,
human uses, and public involvement/ education

The Mobile Bay watershed covers

more than 71,500 square miles

along the Gulf of Mexico. The

program’s successful projects

include shoreline erosion control,

habitat restoration, and wetland

stormwater management. It has

enhanced public awareness of key management
challenges through community meetings and
encouraged volunteer monitoring by citizens. Local
governments and businesses have also been active
participants in supporting watershed activities. The
program has completed an economic valuation of
Mobile Bay, along with preliminary characterization
studies for each of the key management issues.

Web site: www.mobilebaynep.com/

Morro Bay, California
Key management issues: erosion and sedimentation,
pathogen contamination of shellfish operations,
nutrients, freshwater flow reductions,
heavy metals, and habitat loss.

This estuary

encompasses roughly

2,300 acres of

mudflats, eelgrass

beds, tidal wetland,

and open water

habitat—making it the most significant wetland
system on California’s south central coast. Threats to
the estuary include erosion and sedimentation, as
well as water diversion, urban and agricultural runoff,
and changing land uses that threaten water quality
and wildlife habitat. Faced with these challenges, the
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program has held workshops and established multi-
stakeholder issue groups to focus on priority
problems. In addition, the U.S. District Court
awarded the program $3.6 million to carry out its
conservation and Management Plan, drawing from
gas and electric utility penalty funds.

Web site: .mbnep.ore/index.html

Narragansett Bay, Rhode Island
Key management issues: nonpoint source pollution
(nutrients), pathogens, habitat loss/ degradation,
monitoring, and local land use/ growth

For hundreds of years,
Narragansett Bay has
supported a remarkably
diverse set of resoutrce

uses. The densely P
populated upper Bay watershed has served as a cradle

of American industry, while the lower Bay provides a
recreational resource of regional importance and
international renown. The Bay is home to
important fisheries and supports a wide variety of
migratory fish and wildlife. The Narragansett Bay
Estuary Program is working collaboratively to better
assess the ecological health of the Bay, reverse
ecological degradation, and improve planning for the
Bay’s future. Specifically, the Bay Program is
mapping Rhode Island’s estuarine habitats and
promoting habitat restoration; monitoring water
quality and advocating nutrient controls; and helping
to develop watershed-based approaches toward
sustainable use of the Bay’s natural resources.

Web site: www.nbep.org/

New Hampshire Estuaries,
New Hampshire
Key management issues: pathogens, habitat loss/
alteration, nutrients, and toxic chemicals

Y

Estuaries

The New Hampshire
Estuaries Projectis
using the health of
the state’s shellfish
population as an indicator of water quality and a
measure of overall estuarine health. For the first
time in more than 10 yeats, the Hampton/Seabrook
Estuary—the most productive recreational clam flat
in coastal New Hampshire—was opened, and more
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than 800 shellfishers participated in the opening day
harvest. Many organizations within the state have
worked together to identify and eliminate pollution
sources and reopen shellfish beds. Their work has
resulted in the opening of an additional 550 acres of
shellfish waters in the Great Bay Estuary.

Web site: www.state.nh.us/nhep/

New York-New Jersey Harbor,
New York, New Jersey

Key management issues: toxic chemicals, dredged
material management, pathogens, nutrients, and habitat
loss/ alteration

For over 300 years, the Harbor
has served as a critical port and
economic center in the midst
of a densely populated area.

stresses to the estuarine

system. Many areas of the

Harbor contain elevated levels of toxic chemicals.
Pathogenic contamination results in beach and
shellfish bed closutes. To address these and other
issues, the program is identifying sources of loadings
of toxics, pathogens, and nutrients to the Harbor
and is reducing them by cleaning up sources of
toxics, controlling discharges from combined sewer
overflows, and improving nitrogen removal at
treatment plants. A protocol now allows managers
to quickly assess potential impacts of accidental
sewage discharges and to take action to protect the
public. The program also developed a map of
priority habitat sites and helped direct millions of
dollars to their acquisition and restoration.

Web site: www.harborestuary.org/

Peconic Bay, New York
Key management issues: nutrients, pathogens, toxic
chemicals, brown tide, and natural resource threats

One of The Nature STUARY
Conservancy’s “Last Great @é'

. uy

Places in the Western & ‘*2
Hemisphere,” the Peconic ‘—"""-

Estuary is a high-quality i
resource, vital to the

However, brown tides have decimated the once

economy of Long Island.

nationally significant bay scallop industry, bacterial
contamination has closed many shellfishing areas,
and nutrient inputs have depressed dissolved oxygen
locally. In response, the Peconic Estuary Program has
integrated economics with habitat and water quality
management, establishing specific policies to control
nitrogen inputs. More than 50 early implementation
projects deal with stormwater management,
wastewater treatment upgrades, and scallop,
wetlands, and eelgrass restoration. Public support
and nonfederal resources have been critical, resulting
in tens of millions of dollars for land preservation,
pollution control, and resource management.

Web site: www.peconicestuary.org

Puget Sound, Washington
Key management issues: habitat loss, declining fish
Stocks, stormwater runoff, onsite septic systems,
introduced species, and shellfish protection

Puget sound encompasses

2,300 miles of shoreline ~ #Z "
and is home to more than PUGET SOUND
200 species of fishand 14~ ACTION TEAM
species of marine

mammals. The Puget Sound Action Team has
helped protect this critical resource. The program’s
plan led to the development of the nation’s first
sediment standards. More than a third of the 140
local governments in the basin have adopted the
plan’s basic stormwater program. Further, laws have
been passed to require certification of professionals
who work with onsite septic systems. Commercial
shellfish acreage has been reopened after years of
closures. And an award-winning public education
program has involved more than 1.5 million people.
The program also works with British Columbia on
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common issues including marine protected areas,
toxics, and the introduction and spread of aquatic
nuisance species.

Web site: www.psat.wa.gov/

San Francisco Estuary, California
Key management issues: aquatic resonrce
degradation, wetlands loss, decline of wildlife species,
altered flow regimes, introduced
species, increased pollution, and lack of
integrated planning and management

Facing a variety of challenges—

from the loss of wetlands to a

lack of economic incentives to i
blic/ptivate habitat o .

promote pu L .

Estuary Project has made great Estuary

strides by strengthening and Project

providing support for local

planning efforts. The project worked cooperatively

protection—the San Francisco

with local, state, and federal agencies, and private
organizations to develop the Baylands Ecosystem
Habitat Goals Report—a scientific guide for restoring
and improving the baylands and adjacent habitats of
the San Francisco Estuary. The project is now
working to implement the report by developing a
regional wetlands Management Plan that will include
identifying restoration projects and their costs,
establishing a wetland monitoring framework, and
reaching agreements among funding, regulation, and
implementing parties.

Web site: www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/sfep/sfep.html

San Juan Bay Estuary, Puerto Rico
Key management issues: sewage discharges, reduced
water circulation, nutrient-toxic contamination,
living resource degradation, aguatic debris,
and lack of public awareness/ involvement

The San Juan Bay Estuary
is one of many tropical

Fstuar |"'I'U'.:3I.1{

Urban development during the past 40 years has led

areas trying to harmonize
economic development
with resource protection.

to considerable changes in freshwater inflows and

Appendix B: NEP at a Glance

degradation of many habitats and living resources.
To address these challenges, the program focuses on
improving water and sediment quality and enhancing
and protecting habitat and living resources. The
program is restoring the Martin Pena Channel, and
promoting active participation of all associated
communities. The program helped establish a solid
waste management and recycling program and
conducted environmental education demonstration
projects directed at community-based conservation
and development. In addition, it has created fences
to reduce illegal dumping, cleaned up beaches,
planted mangrove seedlings, and reforested
tributaries.

Web site: www.estuariosanjuan.org/

Santa Monica Bay, California
Key management issues:  stornmwater/ urban
runoff, habitat restoration, toxic chemicals,
pathogens, sediment contamination,
contaminated seafood, and bay plan financing

As home to more than 5,000

species of flora and fauna, Santa

Monica Bay provides a rich natural

resource immediately adjacent to

the second largest metropolitan

area in the nation. With more

than 45 million visitors per year,

the Bay faces many challenges

regarding water quality and habitat protection. To
address concerns about health risks to Bay
swimmers, the Santa Monica Bay Restoration
Commission completed the first west coast study to
assess human health risks of swimming in waters
contaminated by urban runoff. Other
accomplishments include developing a
comprehensive Bay monitoring program; leading
efforts to establish a stormwater permit for Los
Angeles County and its 85 cities; conducting
groundbreaking research on urban runoff sources,
toxicity, and impacts; restoring coastal wetland
habitats; and funding public outreach programs to
encourage Bay stewardship.

Web site: www.santamonicabay.org
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Sarasota Bay, Florida
Key management issues: population growth and
development, nutrients, habitat loss/ degradation, and
stormwater runoff] sewage discharges

Nearly 50 years of urban
growth and development SARASOTA ™
have taken a toll on Sarasota
Bay. Excess nitrogen—which
enters the Bay through /
wastewater, stormwater,

rainfall, and the

atmosphere—poses the biggest threat to the health
of the estuary. Working with the community, the

Sarasota Bay NEP has helped to reduce the amount

Protecting Our Water Heritage

of nitrogen entering the Bay by 47 percent, resulting
inan 18 percent increase in seagrass coverage. The
program has embarked on a series of projects to
enhance habitat related to seagrasses, wetlands, and
artificial reefs. As compared with 1998, the Bay now
supports an additional 110 million fish, 71 million
crabs, and 330 million shrimp. The program has
also enhanced more than 130 acres of wetlands since
1990—about eight percent of those lost since 1950.

Web site: www.sarasotabay.org/

Tampa Bay, Florida
Key management issues: water and sediment quality,
habitat loss/ alteration, species loss/ decline,
and spill prevention/ response

Tampa Bay—TFlorida’s largest
open water estuary—stretches
398 square miles at high tide.
After decades of pollution, the
Bay is coming back to life,
thanks in part the Tampa Bay Estrary Proqram
Hstuary Program. In particular, ‘ “
the program has focused on controlling nitrogen
loadings to the Bay to restore vital underwater
seagrass beds. The Tampa Bay Nitrogen
Management Consortium, an innovative public-
private partnership, developed an action plan to
achieve nitrogen reduction goals. The consortium is
making impressive progress toward the program’s
long-term goal of recovering 12,350 acres of
seagrasses baywide. The program is also providing
national leadership in addressing air deposition of
nitrogen and other pollutants to coastal waters.

Web site: www.thep.org/

Tillamook Bay, Oregon
Key management issues: habitat loss/ degradation,
bacterial contamination, altered flow regimes,
sedimentation, and erosion

Dominated by rugged

mountains with a

narrow coastal plain,

Tillamook Bay faces a

challenging combination of environmental concerns.
In particular, past land use practices and flooding
have impacted critical habitats for salmon spawning
and rearing. To address these challenges, the
Tillamook Coastal Watershed Resource Center
houses a 150-layer GIS database and posts
environmental data and watershed enhancement
updates online. Other projects include streamside
fencing and riparian re-vegetation to keep livestock
out of streams and to restore riparian areas; adding
large rocks and woody debris to improve in-stream
habitat; and purchasing ecologically valuable land to
be preserved in land trusts. A consortium of
agencies, industries, and stakeholders is responsible
for implementing the programs Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan.

Web site: www.tbnep.org
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Appendix C:

Components in Developing Action
Plans for the Lower Columbia River
Estuary Partnership

1. Public meetings. Public meetings were held throughout the study area at key program junctures to
present the priority issues, discuss the preliminary goals and objectives for each issue, ask what possible
actions could be taken to address the issues, and discuss how implementation should occur. At each series
of meetings, the Program did two things: asked for reaction to specific ideas and sought guidance for the
next step. The first set of meetings encouraged a brainstorm of actions, the second conducted the
comparative risk ranking, and the final set reviewed the draft Management Plan and discussed
implementation ideas.

2. Charrette. A charrette—an interactive meeting between various groups of people in a community and
experts designed to produce a tangible outcome—was held which involved management committee
members, workgroup members, and scientific and technical experts in biology, ecology, land use planning,
economics, and other disciplines. The day-long “From Issues to Action” charette explored possible actions,
based on the participants’ technical expertise and input from the eatlier public meetings. The experts’ input
helped refine the overall goal, or vision, for each priority issue and helped identify objectives for each. A
preliminary list of 180 actions was developed, providing a full range of options to consider.

3. Comparative Risk Ranking. The Lower Columbia River Estuary Partnership was the first NEP to
utilize comparative risk ranking in the development of its Management Plan. The risk ranking allowed the
estuary program to explore how citizens and technical experts perceive the relative risk posed by
environmental problems in the estuary. Using the Program’s priority issues as a basis, the Management
Committee identified 21 problems (such as loss of wetlands and habitat, contaminated sediment,
stormwater runoff, and altered streamflow). Participants were asked to rank the problems against each other
according to their perceived risk to public health, ecological health, and quality of life. A set of criteria was
developed to assist the focus groups and technical group in their ranking, Criteria included questions, such as
“How widespread is the problem?” “What are the consequences of delay?”” “Is this a fundamental or
underlying issue—one that is the cause of other problems on the list?”” and “Does the problem result in lost
jobs, increased health care costs, or lowered incomes?”” Three separate rankings were completed:

* Public ranking — more than 1,100 citizens ranked risks by completing a survey published in 14 area
newspapers or by attending one of eight public meetings.

* Constituent focus group ranking — 267 participants ranked risks at 27 focus group meetings hosted
by individual management committee members for their constituents.

* Technical ranking — the 31-member management committee ranked risks with the help of the
program’s science and technical workgroup experts.

The results of the rankings were used to identify actions to address the priority issues, define the role of the
estuary program in implementing actions, and design objectives and components of the estuary program’s
education efforts.
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4. Focus Groups. Like public meetings, constituent focus group meetings were held at three junctures in
developing the Management Plan. Fach Management Committee member hosted a meeting with their
constituents to get reaction to Committee ideas and to seek guidance on next steps. In one series of focus
groups, 17 meetings were held to ask participants to help refine the list of 180 actions. Another series of
meetings with constituents was held to complete the risk ranking. At the final series of meetings, participants
reviewed and commented on the draft Management Plan and asked questions about implementation: “Of
the long list, what are the top five or ten actions? Which ones should stay in the Management Plan? Which
ones should be dropped?” “Which actions could citizens help implement?”

5. Management Committee Action Selection. Using the results of the public and technical input, the
Management Committee used a three-step process to determine which actions to include in the Management
Plan and how they would be implemented.

e Determining SMART Actions. The Management Committee screened each of the 180
actions to determine which actions were SMART: Specific, Measurable, Achievable,
Responsive, and Trackable.

Refining the List of Actions. SMART actions were screened further, using a set of criteria
that focused on factors such as social impact and impact on quality of life, technical basis
for the action, linkage to estuary program goals, and effectiveness in protecting and
restoring the river and estuary. The process involved considerable discussion of policy and
consistency. This process narrowed the list of actions from 125 to 92 and resulted in well-
defined, action-oriented, specific actions.

Developing an Implementation Plan for Each Action. The last step was to develop an
implementation plan to specify who would implement each action, how much it would
cost, and how it would be funded. Several interdependent actions were combined,
narrowing the list of actions down to 43. Criteria such as feasibility, probability of success,
resulting impacts, and timeframe for implementation were applied to each action.

6. Research Groups. For the final series of public meetings reviewing the draft Management Plan, the
Program conducted a series of research groups. The same questions were asked as in the public meetings;
however, in the research groups, the participants were randomly selected and paid a small stipend to help
ensure that they reflected a cross-section of the community.
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Pros and Cons of Becoming a Tax-
Exempt Nonprofit

Reasons to Become a 501(c)(3) Tax-Exempt Nonprofit:

NEP-Specific Benefits
Receive donations/Ability to fundraise
Quicker decision-making for grants and contracts
Flexibility
Can be proactive
Independence
Visibility
Ability to support or challenge agency partners
Support from citizens
Less encumbered by bureaucracy

General Benefits
Tax exempt status
Can apply for public or private grants
Can act as neutral forums for stakeholders
Can access private funds more easily as a nongovernmental organization
Can be modified as required
Greater flexibility in the use of paid or volunteer staff than governmental organizations
Qualifies an organization for low postal rates, favorable pension plan status, and tax-sheltered
annuity plans
In some states, can also receive property tax and sales tax exemptions

Reasons Not to Become a 501(c)(3) Nonprofit:

NEP-Specific Drawbacks
Lack of institutional framework for operational funding and staff support
State agencies can still exercise influence if they are on the board of directors
Not in the loop in state budget decision-making
Incur new costs (e.g,, increase in health insurance, liability insurance, computer maintenance,
Internet, accounting, legal, corporate reporting, etc.)
Vulnerable to economic downturns
Competition with other nonprofits
Politics of the job

General Drawbacks
* Harder to secure government appropriations and grants
* Cannot receive more than 90 percent of their income from an endowment
* Can only undertake limited lobbying activities
* Cannot exercise regulatory authority

Source: US. Environmental Protection Agency, Coastal Management Branch. Nonprofit NEPs: Looking Back on the
Lessons They Learned. Washington: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002.
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Source

Marmot Foundation
Visteon Corporation
Conectiv
DelDOT
City of Wilmington
PG&E Logan Generating Plant
Longwood Foundation
Total:

ALICO

Delaware River Port Authority

The AIG Life Companies

PA DEP Growing Greener

Sun Company

PA CZM

Delaware 319

Delaware 319

U.S. EPA Region III - RGI
Total:

PG&E
Environmental Endowment for NJ
League of Women Voters

U.S. EPA Headquarters - Enviro. Ed.
US. EPA Region 11 - 104(b)3 C.W.A.

U.S. EPA Region II - RA Priority
Total:

Delaware River and Bay Authority
Chichester Foundation
MBNA
Prospect Hill Foundation
MacArthur Foundation
Good Samaritan Foundation
William Penn Foundation

Total:

Program

Funding Committed
Schoolyard Habitat

Sense of Place Habitat Projects
2002 Teachers Institute
Program Support

Program Support

Habitat Work
Building/Equipment

Requests Pending

General Operating and Program Support
General Operating and Program Support
Program Support

Clean Water Theater

Program Support

Coast Day 2003

Schoolyard Habitat

Delaware CESP

Clean Water Partners - N.C.C.

Proposals Not Funded
Classroom Education
Schoolyard Habitat
Classroom Education
Municipal Stenciling
Maurice River Ecotourism
Schoolyard Habitat

Potential Proposals
Delaware CESP
Programs
Educational Program
General Operating
Programs

Programs

Programs

G H O B H O B H

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

L A AL L N N N N

Amount

10,000.00
3,000.00
2,500.00

50,000.00

28,000.00
5,000.00

50,000,00

148,500.00

59,000.00
229,000.00
70,000.00
80,000.00
20,000.00
29,000.00
20,000.00
24,000.00

137,000.00

668,000.00

4,000.00
11,000.00

4,000.00
54,000.00
10,000.00

13,600.00

96,600.00

30,000.00
100,000.00
30,000.00
10,000.00
150,000.00
20,000.00
300,000.00

640,000.00
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